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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-19 are pending. Claims 1-19 have been examined. Claims 1-19 have been rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 13-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. 

1 . As per claims 13-18, they are rejected under U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter, which is the "software product". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 
commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to 
the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention 
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was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and 
potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-4, 6-10, 12-16, and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the applicant's admitted prior art, herein AAPA. 

1 . As per claim 1 , the AAPA teaches a method for initializing processor design, comprising the 
steps of: 

determining one or more initialization statements of the test case simulation that identify 
one or more first registers of a simulated primary core (p. 2, paragraph 0006. In this 
paragraph the AAPA teaches initializing registers. This teaching inherits this limitation 
because in order to initialize registers, determining one or more initialization statements of 
the test case simulation that identify one or more first registers of a simulated primary core 
has to be performed); 

reading the test case simulation and modifying scope of the initialization statements (p. 
2, paragraph 0006); 

initializing the first registers specified by the initialization statements (p. 2, paragraph 
0006); and 

processing unmodified initialization statements to initialize second registers of simulated 
core, as specified by the unmodified initialization statements (p. 2, paragraph 0006. In this 
paragraph the AAPA teaches modifying the initial state to set register. Nevertheless, it 
obviously does not mean all initial statements are required to be modified for initializing the 
registers. As a result, the unmodified initialization statements would then be processed to 
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initialize second registers of simulated cores as specified by the unmodified initialization 
statements. 

However, the AAPA does not teach if the test case simulation specifies that the multi- 
core processor design operates in lockstep mode, modifying scope of the initialization 
statements nor processing unmodified initialization statements to initialize second registers 
of simulated core, of the multi-core processor design. 

Since the AAPA teaches a lockstep mode test case simulation of a multi-core (p. 1 , 
paragraph 0001) and a method for initializing processor design as discussed above, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of the AAPA to 
create a method for initializing a multi-core processor design in a lockstep-mode test case 
simulation. The combination of teachings of the AAPA would have set the registers to 
deterministic states in a lockstep-mode test case to simulate the multi-core processor's 
execution of instructions within each test case to verify correct operation (p. 2, paragraphs 
0004-0005). 

2. As per claim 2, the AAPA teaches the test case simulation comprising one or more test 
cases (p. 2, paragraph 0005). 

3. As per claim 3, the AAPA teaches the step of initializing comprises loading values from the 
modified initialization statements into the first registers (p. 2, paragraph 0006). 

4. As per claim 4, the discussions in claim 1 about "processing unmodified ... initialization 
statements" inherits this limitation. 
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5. As per claim 6, the AAPA teaches writing a randomly selected value to non-initialized 
matching registers of each simulated core (p. 1, paragraph 0004. In this paragraph the 
AAPA cites registers and memory initially contain random data, so registers that would not 
initialized would be written with random data). 

6. As per claim 7, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 1. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

7. As per claim 8, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 2. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

8. As per claim 9, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 3. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

9. As per claim 10, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 4. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

10. As per claim 12, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 6. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

11. As per claim 13, the system discussed in claim 7 inherits these limitations since a system 
need instructions to direct it to perform tasks. 
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12. As per claim 14, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 2. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

13. As per claim 15, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 3. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

14. As per claim 16, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 4. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

15. As per claim 18, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 6. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

16. As per claim 19, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 1. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

Claims 5, 11, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
AAPA as applied to claims 1, 7, and 13 above and further in view of Miller et al, herein 
Miller, (U.S. Patent 5,729,675). 

17. As per claim 5, the AAPA does not teach the step of modifying comprising un-designating 
the simulated primary core. 

Miller teaches in initializing a multi-processors system a primary processor has to be 
identified, and this suggests that the un-designating the primary core has to be done if the 
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previous initialization a different core had been designated primary (col. 3, lines 18-20; col. 
4, lines 3-6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
the AAPA and Miller. Miller's teachings would have allowed multiple processors to start up 
using a single ROM (col. 3, lines 18-20). 

18. As per claim 11, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 5. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

19. As per claim 17, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 5. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Cuong V. Luu whose telephone number is 571-272-8572. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kamini Shah, can be reached on 571-272-2279. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. An inquiry of a 
general nature or relating to the status of this application should be directed to the TC2100 
Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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